1965 analysed 
AH AMIN 


Originally published in Defence Journal, Karachi 
September 2001 Issue 


http://www.defencejournal.com/2001/september/1965.htm 
1965 War analysed 
- March 2022 
. DOI: 10.13140/RG.2.2.15440.38407 
. Project: MILITARY HISTORY 


. A... H Amin 


i The Author 
Agha H AMIN| — 


About the Author 


Agha H. Amin, Retired Tank corps major who served in five 
tank regiments and commanded an independent tank squadron 
and served in various staff , instructional and research 
assignments. Presently heads think tank Centre for Study of 
Intelligence Operations. Editor in Chief of monthly Intelligence 
Review and monthly Military and Security Review. In his 
Pakistan Army tenure he wrote three original tactical papers on 
Reconnaissance Troops Tactical handling, Reconnaissance 
support group , and RFS Concept. His writings were published 
in Pakistan Armys prime journals , Pakistan Army Journal and 
Citadel Journal of Command and Staff College Quetta. 


His recommendations regarding bifurcation of officer corps into 
command and staff cadre advanced in 1998 were later accepted. 
In addition his recommendation of grouping various corps into 
army commands advanced in an article published in Citadel 
Journal in 1998 were accepted in 2005 or so. Wrote Pakistan 
Armys first tactical paper on Tactical handling of 
Reconnaissance Troop in 1986 which is now being incorporated 
in Pakistan Armys most important general staff publication " 
The Armored Regiment in Battle". 


Wrote The Essential Clausewitz in 1993, Sepoy Rebellion of 
1857-59 in 1998 , Pakistan Army till 1965 in 1999 
,Development of Taliban Factions in Afghanistan and Pakistan 
(2010) ,Taliban War in Afghanistan (2009). Served as Assistant 


Editor of Defence Journal ,Executive Editor of globe and 
Founder Editor of Journal of Afghanistan Studies . 

An associate of the think tanks ORBAT and Alexandrian 
Defense group. Expert in social impact and environmental 
assessment carried out various LARP surveys for Asian Bank 
and World Bank projects. 


He has lectured at various think tanks and organisations 
worldwide and shares his knowledge without any honorarium 
and at zero financial benefits. Carried out various oil and gas 
and power transmission line surveys in West Asia. One time 
Assistant Editor Defence Journal , Executive Editor Globe, 
Editor Journal of Afghanistan Studies Feedback is welcome at e 


mail address L19aircraft@gmail.com 


1965 


WAR 
ANALYSED 


1965 was a watershed in Indo-Pak history! The war 
instead of being dispassionately analysed became a 
ground to attack and condemn political opponents! 
Complete books were written out of sheer motivation 
based on pure and unadulterated venom! To date the 
trend continues at the cost of serious research and history 
writing! Most of these books were written by beneficiaries 
of the usurper Ayub or Bhutto haters! Men with a naive 
knowledge of military history made worse by a desire to 
settle personal scores! Jaundiced history of the worst kind! 


This article is an overall analysis of the 1965 war based on 
military facts rather than any motivation to settle political 


scores based on matters of ego rather than any serious 
objective considerations! It is hoped that after 36 years 
readers would be more interested in hard facts rather than 
pure and unadulterated polemics by men who did not 
know the division of battle “more than a spinster”! 


Timing of 1965 War 


This has been the subject of many controversies and 
myths! In 1965 India was recovering from the effects of the 
China War. Indian Army was engaged in a process of 
massive expansion with units and divisions half trained 
half novice! Something like the Austrian Army of 1809! 
Outwardly expanding and larger but lacking the military 
virtue and military spirit identified by Carl Von Clausewitz 
as the key elements in an military machines effectiveness! 
There was no overwhelming Indian numerical superiority 
unlike 1971 and many parts of the 


Indo-Pak border like the vast bulk of Shakargarh bulge 
were unmanned on the Indian side! Qualitatively Pakistan 
had a tangible superiority by virtue of possession of 
relatively superior tanks and artillery! The Centurion tank 
which was the backbone of Indian army was concentrated 
in the Indian Armoured division while the vast bulk of 
Indian infantry divisions were equipped with the obsolete 
Shermans! 


Even in quality of command there were serious 
drawbacks! The Indian 1 Corps had been just raised and 
the GOC of the Indian 1st Armoured Division was about to 
retire! Indian Mountain Divisions brought into the plains 
lacked sufficient antitank resources and were not in the 
ideal fighting condition. Some 38 plus Indian Infantry 
Battalions were absorbed by the blotting paper of Indian 
Army i.e a tract known as Kashmir! All these battalions 
were deployed north of Chenab River. 


Indian Army was in the process of expansion and the 
Indian Army had no strategic reserves in the Ravi-Sutlej 
Corridor against the Pakistani 1st Armoured Division. 


Setting aside the ethical dilemma whether war is the best 
instrument of policy to settle political disputes militarily 
1965 was the ideal time for Pakistan to settle its political 
problems with India. This point was realized by some mid- 
ranking senior officers in the Pakistan Army which 
included the Pakistani DMO Gul Hassan, Major General 
Akhtar Hussain Malik and by some civilians like Foreign 
Minister Z.A Bhutto and Foreign Secretary Aziz Ahmad. 


On the other hand Musa the Pakistani C-in-C was 
opposed to war! This was not because Musa was a 
pacifist but because Musa lacked military competence and 
was enjoying his second four-year-term as C-in-C of the 
Pakistan Army! Ayub the military ruler was initially against 


any military adventure but revised his ideas after Pakistani 
military successes in Rann of Katch. 


In Clausewitzian terms 1965 was the ideal time for 
Pakistan to start a war. The following quotation illustrates 
the rationale; ‘Let us suppose a small state is involved in a 
contest with a very superior power, and foresees that with 
each year its position will become worse: should it not; if 
war is inevitable, make use of the time when its situation is 
furthest from worst? Then it must attack, not because the 
attack in itself ensures any advantages but it will rather 
increase the disparity of forces — but because this state is 
under the necessity of either bringing the matter 
completely to an issue before the worst time arrives or of 
gaining at least in the meantime some advantages which it 
may hereafter turn to account’.1 


Comparative Level of Planning-Strategic 


At the strategic level the Pakistani plan was superior. Its 
initial thrust launched with an infantry division-tank brigade 
size force against Akhnur was enough to cause a crisis of 
strategic level in the Indian Army. The situation with 
Akhnur in Pakistani hands would have been disastrous for 
India. All the Indian plans to launch the 1 Corps against 
the MRL would have been thrown to winds and Indians 
would have spent the entire war redressing the imbalance 
caused due to loss of Akhnur! 
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On the other hand the Pakistani thrust in Knem Karan 


would have bottled up three Indian Infantry divisions in the 
Beas-Ravi corridor and three Indian divisions would have 
been forced to surrender. 1965 could have then been a 
Pakistani strategic success rather than a tactical draw as it 


turned out to be. 


On the other hand the Pakistani 6 Armoured Division was 
well poised to deal with any Indian armoured thrust 
launched in the Ravi-Chenab corridor. 


Pakistani failure lay in poor execution and 
understanding at the strategic level rather than 
planning 


It was in implementation rather than planning that the 
Pakistani GHQ and Ayub failed miserably at the strategic 
level. The reason was simple. Both Ayub and Musa lacked 
strategic insight! 


They lacked the resolution and strategic coup d oeil to 
conduct decisive warfare. Both were extremely defensive 
in their approach and saw war as reacting to enemy 
countermoves rather than making the enemy react to their 
moves. 


Thus Musa as late as 1983 naively claimed in his book 
“My Version” that the aim of Grand Slam was not to 
capture Akhnur but to merely threaten it. In other words 
Musa saw a move which had the potential to cause a 
severe strategic imbalance in the Indian High Command 
as a tactical move to relieve pressure on Muzaffarabad! 
Allah be praised! 


Even a foreigner saw the immense importance of 
capturing Akhnur. Thus the remarks of Marshall Chen Yi 
the Foreign Minister of China who was visiting Pakistan at 
the time of Grand Slam. 


Chen Yi thus “made a sharp cutting movement at the little 
finger; ‘knock them out at Akhnoor’. That will help the 
freedom fighters and also guarantee the security of East 
and West Pakistan. With the little finger gone, the whole 
hand becomes useless"!2 


So thought a veteran of a many decade long civil war! This 
was Greek for a man who was elevated to the rank of 
Army Chief because of political considerations! This was 
Greek for a man accused of tactical timidity in Burma! 


Inability to develop a doctrine of decisive warfare 


The principal reason of failure of both the armies was 
“failure or inability to develop a doctrine of decisive 
warfare”. This was a colonial legacy. The Indian Army of 
pre-1947 was an internal security machine designed for 
defence while the main forces of the empires allies came 
into action on other decisive fronts. 


The concentration on both sides was to have tactical 
concepts while no doctrine integrating tactics with 
operational strategy and national strategy existed to give 
coherence to the whole business of warfare. 


Lack of Resolution in the Ayub-Musa duo to 
energetically conduct the war 


1965 was a failure in resolution at the highest level. Both 
the president and his handpicked chief lacked the 
resolution to provide strategic direction to a well oiled 
machine which had the potential to inflict a severe 
strategic defeat on the enemy. 


Failure of Pakistani GHQ to effectively supervise 
execution of plans or to create alternative 


organization or command arrangements to supervise 
the conduct of war 


The job of an army HQ is not just to formulate plans but to 
effectively supervise the execution of plans. Ayub in words 
of a British contemporary was devoid of “operational 


experience’ “organizational understanding’ and “lacked 
tactical flair’.3 


Thus Ayub and Musa saw no need to have intermediate 
corps headquarters to over insure the success of the 
army’s main attack involving a force of an infantry division 
and an armoured division. 


This was a case of extreme naivette rather than a minor 
error of judgement. Probably the supreme commander 


was too busy with Five Year Plans and big business and 
had lost sight of the business of soldiering! His handpicked 
proxy chief wanted a peaceful tenure in which he would 
not be forced to exercise any strategic judgement! 


The 12 Divisional organizational failure, one of the main 
reasons of Grand Slam’s failure, was another glaring case 
of lack of organizational insight on part of Ayub and Musa. 
While the Indians had bifurcated their forces in Kashmir 
based on north and south of Pir Panjal range right from 
1948 and early 1950s Pakistan’s military supremos naively 
thought that one divisional headquarter was sufficient to 
manage a front of 400 miles in a mountainous territory 
spanning the Himalayas, Karakorams and the Pir Panjal! 
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Indian and Pakistani armour failures compared 


At the strategic level both India and Pakistan got an 
opportunity to knock out the other side. Pakistan got it 
twice, first at Akhnur and then at Khem Karan. India got it 


once at Gadgor on 8th September. Both the sides failed. 
On the Pakistani side the failure had more to do with lack 
of strategic insight at Akhnur, ordering a change of horses 
in the middle of a crucial operation. 


Then at Khem Karan the Pakistani failure was at divisional 
level i.e failure to pump in all five armoured regiments on 
the 8th or 9th September thus achieving a decisive 
breakthrough. The situation was made worse by absence 
of Corps Headquarter. The Indian failure at Gadgor had 
more to do with failure at brigade and divisional level in 
actual execution despite the fact that the Indians had the 
mains “available” as well as “physically available” to 
achieve a breakthrough. 


The failure was Brigadier K.K Singh Commander Indian 
1st Armoured Division who saw a threat to his flanks 
which in reality was a tank squadron of 62 Cavalry which 
had lost its way and blundered into the Indian artillery 
echelons opposite Rangre. The Indians had the means to 
achieve a breakthrough but failed primarily because lack 
of coup d oeil and resolution at brigade level. 


This was a command and execution failure. In Knem 
Karan on the other hand Pakistan had the resources but 
failed to bring them into the battle area because of poor 
staff work and planning at divisional level. 


Thus on the decisive 8th September Pakistan did not have 
the means to achieve a breakthrough and this had more to 
do with poor initial planning and staff work at div and 
brigade level rather than at the command or execution 


level. Thus the Pakistani failure was a staff and planning 
failure in which all from brigade till GHQ were included 
while the Indian failure was a command failure in which 
the prime culprits were the armoured brigade and 
divisional commander. 


On the Pakistani side the success at Gadgor had more to 
do with outstanding leadership at squadron and unit level 
rather than any operational brilliance at brigade or 
divisional level. In the Indian success at Khem Karan, 
however, an important role was played by Indian higher 
headquarters at divisional corps and army command level. 


Triumph of Defence and Failure of Offence as a Form 
of War 


1965 was a failure of offence and triumph of defence. 
Except in Grand Slam where initial overwhelming 
superiority enabled Pakistan to achieve a breakthrough, 
on both sides defence triumphed as a way of war. Both 
the armies were more used to defence because of British 
colonial military experience and comparative relative lack 
of difference in weaponry also ensured that defence 
triumphed over attack. 


Thus the attackers failed at Gadgor, Chawinda, Assal, 
Uttar and Valtoha regardless of religion of the defender! 


Both the armies lacked the dynamism to conduct attack a 
far more complicated form of war and totally outside the 
pre-1947 experience of fighting divisional and brigade 
level defensive battles till overwhelming superiority 
enabled the Britisher to resume the offensive as at 
Alalamein and that too with non-Indian formations like the 
purely British armoured divisions or in Burma where the 
British-Indians had overwhelming superiority against the 
Japanese in tanks and air. 


Ignored aspects of the war 


There are certain points which are conveniently forgotten 
or not understood at all. Although the paratroopers failed 
in Pathankot area their dropping delayed the move 
forward of 14 Indian Infantry Division to support Indian 1st 
Armoured Division operations opposite Chawinda. 


The latter fact was acknowledged by a man no less 
eminent than the Indian GOC Western Command 
Harbaksh Singh.4 


Conclusion 


While Indian GOC Western Command Harbaksh Singh 
admitted that the Pakistani attack opposite Khem Karan 
could have been decisive we in Pakistan have twisted 


1965 war into a case of blaming the civilians for intriguing 
against the army and leading it into an aimless military 
adventure. 


Even today India’s top military thinker Ravi Rikhye admits 
that Khem Karan had the potential to be India’s Fourth 
Battle of Panipat. 


Pakistan failed because its military leaders lacked the 
strategic insight which was necessary to transform its 
tangible qualitative superiority in equipment and 
manpower at the tactical level into a victory! 1965 was an 
undoubted strategic failure on part of Pakistani higher 
command. 


Pakistan paid the price six years later. Success would 
have meant unity. Defeat led to civil war and secession. 
The fault lay in lack of strategic insight at the military level. 
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ORDERS AND OBEDIENCE 
AN IN DEPTH ANALYSIS 


Captain Agha Humayun Amin, Armoured Corps 


An order should contain everything a subordinate must know to cany out his assignment 
independently, and only that. Accordingly an order must be brief and clear, definite and 
complete. Tailored to the understanding of the recipient, and under certain circumstances to 
his nature. The person issuing should never neglect to put himself in the shoes of the 


Is the aim of military instruction and 
training to train men who obcy orders 
energetically, unquestioningly and 
blindly? This throughout the course of 
military history has been a very delicate 
and difficult question. It is a difficult job 
as far as answering this question is con- 
cerned. The art of war has been recog- 
nized as something which is sublime and 
thus cannot be easily mastered. It is so 
because a human being is a complex 
thing. Obedience cannot be taken in 
isolation and as the most crucial factor. 


lectual ability, or the socio-economic 
of the men involved. In this 

little essay I will briefly endeavour to 
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analyse orders and obedience in a three 
dimensional manner ie; the philosophi- 
cal, theoretical and historical viewpoint. 
The approach is detached, pragmatic, 
non sentimental, based on a study of 
military history, and inspired by loyalty 
to service. 


An order in army has got a certain 
aim in its contents. The aim of an order is 
to get a certain job done. We propose to 
start from the assumption that an order in 
question broadly and generally speaking 


which have lost all contact with the re- 
ality of the operational situation as ex- 
istent, but we sincerely hope that this 
would rarely be the case if selection and 
assessment system in an army is realis- 
tic. History, however, unfortunately il- 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
THE U.S. ARMY CENTER OF MILITARY HISTORY 
103 THIRD AVENUE 
FORT LESLEY J. MCNAIR, DC 20319-5058 


DAMH-FP 
27 July 2007 


Dear Major (Retired) Agha Humayun Amin, 


| would like to formally invite you along to attend the upcoming Conference of 
Army Historians (CAH) in Washington DC, 6-9 August 2007. We would be honored if 
you would present your paper on “Growth of Non State Actors in Pakistan and 
Afghanistan and their impact on the ongoing Low Intensity War in Afghanistan.” | am 
sure that many in the US Amy Historical Community would find your research 
particularly relevant. 


This biennial conference features presentations on joint and combined military 
history as well as papers presented by civilian historians from government, academia, 
and members of the international military history community, such as yourself, 


The topic of the 2007 CAH is Irregular Warfare, 1775-2007. We greatly 
appreciate the participation of the Russian Institute of Military History. Our colleagues 
will be especially happy to meet you at this most interesting conference. 


| do look forward to seeing you again and listening to your presentation. | do 
hope that you will be able to attend. 


Respectfully, 


Refe.d HA, Dav 
Dr. Richard G. Davis 


Chief, Field Programs and Historical Services 
U.S. Army Center of Military History 


